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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 
1 . Applicant's arguments filed 6/9/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding claims 14-19, the Applicant alleged that the combination of prior arts fails to 
show "the face quality of merit is computed by computing brightness, noise level, contrast as 
well and absence or presence of red eye". 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., computing 
brightness, noise level, contrast as well and absence or presence of red eye) are not recited in 
the rejected claim 14 (i.e., noted that claim 14 merely computes a face quality figure of merit for 
the captured image, and such broad limitations are clearly met by the combination of Ina ' 198 
and Luo '339; i.e., see below) . Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In this case, the combination of prior arts does in fact show the present claimed invention 
as required by claims 14-19. In particular, Ina ' 198 shows the quality of the digital image can be 
analyzed to determine a blurred image (i.e., see col. 7, lines 45+) so that the face quality of the 
captured image (i.e., the Face of the image as shown in Fig. 14) can be determined by the user 
(i.e., col. 7, lines 45+, and col. 8, lines 5+). However, it is noted that Ina 4 198 does not explicitly 
state a face quality computing by comparing said computed face quality figure of merit to a 
threshold to determine if said face quality figure of merit exceeds said threshold as claimed. 
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On the other hand, computing, in a camera, a face quality figure of merit for the captured 
image by comparing the computed face quality figure of merit to a threshold to determine if the 
face quality figure of merit exceeds the threshold is well known in the art as taught by Luo '339 
(i.e., see Figs. 4 and 5; col 2, lines 15+, col. 7, lines 15+, col. 8, lines 40+, col. 1 1, lines 5+). 

In view of the above, having the system of Ina '198 and then given the well-established 
teaching of Luo '339, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the system of Ina c 198 as taught by Luo f 339, since Luo 
f 339 states at col. 4, lines 15+ that such a modification would enable enhancement and 
manipulation of images containing one or more human faces, so that, red-eye correction can be 
reliably performed. 

Furthermore, it is noted that the combination of Ina 6 198, Luo '339 and Cheatle '861 also 
discloses that it is conventionally well known in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
compute "brightness, noise level, contrast and red eye" of the face quality of merit as required by 
claims 16, 17, 18 and 27. For example, the combination of Ina ' 198, Luo '339 and Cheatle '861 
clearly shows the step of computing the means of L* (i.e., the Luminance signals of the image) 
to obtain a brightness figure of merit (i.e., see col. 8, lines 14+ of Lou '339 and page 5, 
paragraphs 0086+ of Cheatle '861); determining if the brightness figure of merit falls within a 
brightness threshold range (i.e., as shown in Figs. 7 and 8 of Lou '339, the brightness peak 
values is compared with a predefined threshold to ensure the brightness figure of merit; see col. 
8, lines 10+, col. 10, lines 50+ and col. 1 1, lines 5+ of Luo '339) as required by claim 16. 

In addition, the combination of Ina '198, Luo '339 and Cheatle '861 discloses the step of 
computing the local standard deviation of L* to obtain a noise figure of merit (i.e., noted the 
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noise figure of merit, such as "blurred image" and "redeye image", as discussed in the 
combination of Ina c 198 and Lou '339; also see page 5, paragraph 0086 of Cheatle '861); and 
determining if said noise figure of merit (i.e., the peak value of the "redeye image" as discussed 
in Figs. 7 and 8 of Lou '33 9) exceeds a noise threshold (i.e., see col. 8, lines 10+, col. 10, lines 
50+ and col. 11, lines 5+ of Luo '339) as required by claim 17. 

Moreover, the combination of Ina '198, Luo '339 and Cheatle '861 discloses the step of 
computing the overall standard deviation of L* (i.e., see page 5, paragraph 0086 of Cheatle '861) 
to obtain a contrast figure of merit; and determining if said contrast (i.e., Brightness/Peak of 
the image) figure of merit falls within a contrast threshold range (i.e., as shown in Figs. 7 and 
8 of Lou '339, the brightness peak values is compared with a predefined threshold to ensure the 
brightness figure of merit; see col. 8, lines 10+, col. 10, lines 50+ and col. 11, lines 5+ of Luo 
'339) as required by claim 18. 

Furthermore, it is cleared form the teaching of Luo 339 and Lin f 354 that computing to 
check for a presence or an absence of red eye is conventionally well known in the arts (i.e., see 
Figs. 6-8 of Luo '339; and col. 3, lines 50+ of Lin '354), thus, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to compute a presence or an 
absence of red eye as taught by either Luo '339 or Lin '354, since Luo '339 states at col. 4, lines 
15+ that such a modification would enable enhancement and manipulation of images containing 
one or more human faces, so that, red-eye correction can be reliably performed; and on the other 
hand, Lin 354 states at col. 2, lines 10+ that such a modification would automatically reduce 
redeye in an image with minimal user intervention. 
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Therefore, the Examiner continues to opinion that the combination of prior arts clearly 
established prima facie obviousness with regard to present claimed invention, and the claims 14- 
19 and 27 has been rejected as follows: 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



1 . Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ina et al. (U.S. 
6,298,198) in view of Luo (U.S. 6,134,339). 

Regarding claim 14, Ina ' 198 discloses a method for assessing the photo quality of a 
captured image in a digital camera (i.e., Fig. 2; col. 7, lines 45+), said method comprising: 

checking, in-camera, the photo quality of the captured image to determined if the photo 
quality is acceptable (i.e., as shown in Figs. 7, 1 1 and 14, the quality of the captured image is 
determined by the controller 100/92 located in the camera 10; see col. 7, lines 50+, col. 8, lines 
25+, and col. 9, lines 5+); and 
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providing a corresponding photo quality feedback (i.e., noted that the feedback image is 
display on the LCD 40 of the camera so as the quality of the image can be determined by the user 
during the image capturing process; see Fig. 14) to a camera user wherein said checking step 
further comprises: computing (i.e., by the controller 100/92) a face quality (i.e., noted the face 
quality of the image 28 as shown in Fig. 14) of merit for the captured image (i.e., the face quality 
of the image 30, 128, 130 and 134 as shown in Fig. 14 is computed by the controller 100/92; see 
col. 7, lines -50+, col. 8, lines 25+, and col. 9, lines 5+) 

Furthermore, it is noted that although Ina 6 198 suggested the quality of the digital image 
can be analyzed to determine a blurred image (i.e., see col. 7, lines 45+) so that the quality of the 
captured image (i.e., the Face of the image as shown in Fig. 14) may be determined by the user 
(i.e., col. 7, lines 45+, and col. 8, lines 5+), Ina '198 does not explicitly state a face quality 
computing by comparing said computed face quality figure of merit to a threshold to determine 
if said face quality figure of merit exceeds said threshold as claimed. 

However, computing, in a camera, a face quality figure of merit for the captured image 
by comparing the computed face quality figure of merit to a threshold to determine if the face 
quality figure of merit exceeds the threshold is well known in the art as taught by Luo '339 (i.e., 
see Figs. 4 and 5; col. 2, lines 15+, col. 7, lines 15+, col. 8, lines 40+, col. 1 1, lines 5+). 

In view of the above, having the system of Ina 6 198 and then given the well-established 
teaching of Luo '339, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the system of Ina ' 198 as taught by Luo '339, since Luo 
339 states at col. 4, lines 15+ that such a modification would enable enhancement and 



Application/Control Number: 10/074,179 



Page 7 



Art Unit: 2685 

manipulation of images containing one or more human faces, so that, red-eye correction can be 
reliably performed. 



2. Claims 15-18 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ina 
* 198 in view of Luo '339 as applied to claims as discussed above, and further in view of Cheatle 
(U.S. 2002/0191861). 

Regarding claim 15, the combination of Ina '198 and Luo 339 discloses the step of 
detecting facial image data form the captured image (i.e., see the Examiner's comment with 
respect to claim 14 above). Further, the combination of Ina '198 and Luo '339 does not 
explicitly show the step of converting the detected image data from RGB color space into 
L*a*b* color space as claimed. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitations are well known in the art as 
evidenced by Cheatle '861. In particular, Cheatle '861 teaches the step of converting the detected 
image data from RGB color space into L*a*b* color space as claimed (Fig. 1, page 5, the 
paragraphs 0086-0089). 

In view of the above, having the system of Ina ' 198 and then given the well-established 
teaching of Cheatle '861, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the system of Ina ' 1 98 as taught by Cheatle '861 , since 
Cheatle '861 states at page 2, the paragraph 001 1 that such a modification would provide a more 
convenient method for capturing and cropping electronic images thereof. 
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Regarding claim 16, the combination of Ina '198, Luo 339 and Cheatle '861 discloses the 
step of computing the means of L* (i.e., the Luminance signals of the image) to obtain a 
brightness figure of merit (i.e., see col. 8, lines 14+ of Lou '339 and page 5, paragraphs 0086+ of 
Cheatle f 861); determining if the brightness figure of merit falls within a brightness threshold 
range (i.e., as shown in Figs. 7 and 8 of Lou '339, the brightness peak values is compared with a 
predefined threshold to ensure the brightness figure of merit; see col. 8, lines 10+, col. 10, lines 
50+ and col. 11, lines 5+ of Luo '339). 

Regarding claim 17, the combination of Ina '198, Luo '339 and Cheatle f 861 discloses the 
step of computing the local standard deviation of L* to obtain a noise figure of merit (i.e., noted 
the noise figure of merit, such as "blurred image" and "redeye image", as discussed in the 
combination of Ina '198 and Lou '339; also see page 5, paragraph 0086 of Cheatle '861); and 
determining if said noise figure of merit (i.e., the peak value of the "redeye image" as discussed 
in Figs. 7 and 8 of Lou '339) exceeds a noise threshold (i.e., see col. 8, lines 10+, col. 10, lines 
50+ and col. 11, lines 5+ of Luo '339). 

Regarding claim 18, the combination of Ina '198, Luo '339 and Cheatle '861 discloses the 
step of computing the overall standard deviation of L* (i.e., see page 5, paragraph 0086 of 
Cheatle '86 1) to obtain a contrast figure of merit; and determining if said contrast (i.e., 
Brightness/Peak of the image) figure of merit falls within a contrast threshold range (i.e., as 
shown in Figs. 7 and 8 of Lou '339, the brightness peak values is compared with a predefined 
threshold to ensure the brightness figure of merit; see col. 8, lines 10+, col. 10, lines 50+ and col. 
11, lines 5+ of Luo '339). 
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Regarding claim 27, as discussed for claims 16, 17 and 18, the combination of Ina 6 198, 
Luo '339 and Cheatle '861 clearly show the well-known method for computing face quality of 
figure of merit by computing a brightness figure of merit (i.e., see claim 16 as discussed above), 
a noise level figure of merit (i.e., see claim 17 as discussed above), and a contrast figure of merit 
(i.e., see claim 18 as discussed above) and a checking for a presence or an absence of red eye 
(i.e., noted form the teaching of Luo ! 339 that the red eye effect is detect respectively to 
improved the image quality; see Figs. 6-8 and col. 7, lines 15+ of Luo '339). In view of this, 
computing brightness, noise, contrast and red eye is considered well known in the art as 
evidenced by the combined teaching of Ina 498, Luo '339 and Cheatle '861, thus, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
includes such features to improve the quality of image captured by the digital camera of Ina 
c 198. 



3. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ina ' 198 in view 
of Luo '339 as applied to claims as discussed above, and further in view of Lin et al. (U.S. 
6,016,354). 

Regarding claim 19, although the combination of Ina 6 198 and Luo '339 shows the step of 
detecting facial image data from the captured image (i.e., see col. 7, lines 45+ and col. 8, lines 5+ 
of Ina 6 198), the combination of Ina '198 and Luo '339 does not explicitly show the steps of 
converting the detected facial image data into a binary mask of only white and black pixels, 
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wherein the white pixels represent pixels of red color and the black pixels represent pixels of 
colors other than red; and checking the binary mask for presence of white pixels as claimed. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitations are well known in the art as 
evidenced by Lin 354. In particular, Lin ! 354 teaches the steps of converting the detected facial 
image data into a binary mask of only white and black pixels, wherein the white pixels represent 
pixels of red color and the black pixels represent pixels of colors other than red; and checking the 
binary mask for presence of white pixels (col. 3, lines 15+, col. 5, lines 5+ and col. 6, lines 1+) as 
claimed. 

In view of the above, having the system of Ina '198 and then given the well-established 
teaching of Lin '354, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the system of Ina 6 198 as taught by Lin f 354, since Lin 
'354 states at col. 2, lines 10+ that such a modification would automatically reduce redeye in an 
image with minimal user intervention. 



Allowable Subject Matter 
4. Claims 3-13, 21-24 and 26 are allowable over the prior art of record. 
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Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aung S. Moe whose telephone number is 571-272-73 14. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Flex. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward F. Urban can be reached on 571-272-7899. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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